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ABSTRACT
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The Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization
Act of 1986 was enacted to put a halt to Service parochialism and
improve the warfighting capability of the United States. Con-
gress mandated a series of sweeping policies involving joint
officer management (that is, Title IV). One of the Title IV
provisions was requirement for a Joint Duty Assignment (JDA) as a
prerequisite for promotion to General/Flag Officer (G/FO) (pay
grade 0-7). The study examines the challenges of implementing
Joint personnel policies, particularly the integration of a JDA
into officer professional development career patterns. Typical
career patterns of Army officers leading to selaction to G/FO are
reviewed and compared to selected Title IV provisions. The study
concludes that the requirement for a JDA as a prerequisite for
promotion to G/FO is only one of many Title IV requirements.
Full implementation may take yet another decade since it takes
high performing Critical Occupation Specialty officers roughly 14
years to receive adequate officer professional development (OPD)
from Major to Brigadier General. Army officers of the highest
caliber will be selected for promotion to G/FO. It is likely
that most will have served a JDA before their selection. Those
selected that have not had a previous JDA will not be excluded
from the promotion list because they have not had a prior JDA.
on the contrary, those G/FO-selectees without a previous JDA
likely will receive a Good of the Service (GOS) or
Sclentific/Technical wailver from the Secretary of Defense. Those
receiving a GOS waiver will serve their first assignment as a
G/FO in a non-Critical JDA. Further, it is not likely that the
JDA List will be so tightly managed that it could not accommodate
the numbers of G/FO-selectess that must go to a JDA upon promo-
tion. Recommendations include revising Department of the Army
Pamphlet 600-3, the Army’s OPD guide, more vigorous use of JDA
tour length exclusions, and adjustments to the size of the JDA
List to parallel the Army’s likely future force structure.
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INTRODUCTION

"The services are constantly seeking to safeguard their

own independence, to increas2 their share of the de-

fense budget, to develop their own force structure, and

to justify their existence to the Congress and the

American people. Consequently, the services are hardly

the organizations to trust with joint, cocperativa,

integrated military matters."'!

The Goldwater-Nichels Department of Defense Reorganization
Act of 1986 was enacted to put a halt to Service parochialism and
improve the warfighting capability of the United States. Indeed
it is important to underscore that tne Act has evolved. In the
original legislation, Congress mandated a series of sweeping
policies involving joint officer management (that is, Title 1IV).
Later, Congress fine-tuned Title IV (hereafter simply GNA) within
Authorization bills over the next three years. Their intent was
to make clearer their expectations and to foster realistic imple-
mentation by the Department of Defense (DOD) and Services. The
epeciticity of these changes, however, poses a significant
challenge for those that must carry out GNA. Tmplementation has
been both complicated and confusing because of these changes.

GNA sought to improve the quality, education, and experience
of officers assigned to joint duty. Major provisions require:

o joint professional education (JPE) to prepare officers for

joint duty;
e specific joint duty tour lengths to leverage JPE and joint
operational development;
¢ creation of a joint duty assignment (JDA) list (JDAL);
¢ a joint specialty to identify officers skilled in joint

matters (i.e., Joint Specialty Officer (JSO));



e promotion standards to ensure only high quality officers
are assigned to joint duty;
e raports to Congress on joint personnel management actions;
and,
e a JDA ac a prerequisite for promotion to General/Flag
officer (G/FO) (pay grade 0-7).?
The focus of this study is on th2 Army’s implementation of
GNA. The purpose is to examine the challenges of implementing
Joint personnel policies, particularly the integration of a JDA
into officer professional develcpment career patterns. The study
reviews the typical career pattern of Army officers leading to
selection to G/FO, and examines how well the Army has been imple-
menting selected provisions of GNA. It also points out the
challenges of integrating the typical Army career pattern with
various GNA requirements. The study suggests that the Army is
making GNA implementation a priority. It cautions that full
implementation may not be a raalistic expectation until the turn
of the century or later, if then.
Background
The intent of Congress in linking a JDA to promotion to G/FO
was to foster better warfighting expertise.
"A joint tour assignment is essential to the optimum
performance of higher command duties. Such assignments
require not only the highest caliber of staff work but
also an appreciation of the many other factors involved

and the capacity to work in harmony with other nations
and staffs and agencies of our Government."'®

The 1978 DOD policy above, reflected in a DOD Directive dating




back to 1959, clarified the requirement for active duty officers
in the rank of Major or Navy Lieutenant Commander through Colonel
or Navy Captain in all the Services "to serve a tour of duty with
a Joint, Combined, Allied, Unified command or staff, a Defense
Agency, or the Office of the Secretary of Defense ... to qualify
for promotion to the grade of brigadier or rear admiral
(Navy) ."* The Directive also specified the conditions under
which waivers could be given and exemptions granted.
DOD policy and practice differ, however. In a 1978 Report

Lo the Secretary of Defense on the National Military Command
Structure, Richard C. Steadman concluded that historically the
Services had been unwilling to assign their most highly qualified
officers to the Joint Staff. The very top officers were more
frequently on the Service staffs. Mr. Steadman made several
recommendations: that the Joint Staff be staffed with the best
qualified officers; that joint duty be made a promotion criteri-
on; that the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) be given
authority to obtain the officers of his choosing for the Joint
Staff; and, that the Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) narrow the
joint assignment definition.’

Practice did not appreciably improve over time. Outgoing
CJCS Genaral David C. Jones testified in 1982 before Congress
that with respect to the G/FOs that had served on the Joint Staff
within the past five years "... less than sixty percent had

served previously in any kind of Joint assignment, even thLough

DOC policy states that a Joint duty assignment is a prersquisite




to promotion to flag rank and Joint duty for that purpose is
broadly (actually, too broadly) defined."®

Four years later Congress--fed up with the malaise within
the Defense warfighting community--concluded:

"The essence of ’‘jointness’ is for an officer to be

willing and able to act on the basis of his knowledge

of joint military operations and requirements even

though his actions may be contrary to the parochial

interests of his own service.

Such jointness will not be realized until the joint

military structure is able to take care of its offi-

cers."’

With that, Congress altered the military structure. The result
was GNA. Hence, in passing GNA Congress merely bhorrowed from DOD
policy. Congress mandated through the efficacy of law what had
largely been previously unenforceable as policy.

Passage of GNA prompted DOD and the Army to scramble to
implement its provisions. The Assistant Secretary of Defense,
Force Management and Personnel (ASD/FM&P), acting for the SECDEF,
established Title IV Implementation Action Groups to coordinate
GNAs implementation.' The Joint Staff--Personnel Directorate (J-
1)--implemented policies and procedures, defined JDAs, and devel-
oped a JDAL consistent with the intent of GNA.’ The Army, in
concert with ASD/FM&P, Joint Staff, and the other Services, began
the arducus task of GNA compliance.'?

Assumptions. Scope, and Methodology

Three assumptions guided this study. First, the GNA and its

amendments are enduring realities. GNA provisions will not

significantly change over the next 10-15 years. Second, the




Army’s past officer professional development or career path
requifements will not materially change during the next 10-15
years. Third, conclusions and recommendations will be framed
within the existing parameters of the law. No changes in thu law
will be recommended.

To determine how well the Army was doing on the requirement
for a JDA as a prerequisite for promotion to G/FO, the SECLEF’s
waiver usage was reviewed. Results should show whether the
requirement for a JDA was being circumvented through various
walvers.

Army promotions were reviewed to determine the quality of
officers being assigned to JbDAs. Findings should reveal the
caliber of officers that will inevitably be the precursor to
selection for G/FO.

The -my‘’s typical officer professional daevelopment (OPD)
career pattern was reviewed to determine the contemporary chal-
lenges of integrating GNA into Army OPD.

A template was developed to compare GNA implementatior with
the Army’s typical career pattern leading to promotion to G/FO.
This approach matches GNA implementatior as it has evolved with
the Army’s existing and future officer corps inventory. Eight
GNA career paths were developed using most GNA provisions involv-
ing Army Critical Occupational Specialty (COS) officers. Army
COS officers are those with Infantry, Armor, Artillery, Air
Defense Artillery, Aviation, Special Forces, and Combat Engineer

specialties,




The researcher agreed to a non-attribution policy in some
cases. This was necessary to eaccurage discussion with informad
and knowledgeable people on sensitive G/FO matters and internal
Army operating procedures. Sensitive information provided on

condition that the source would not be identified will be ro

ncted.




THE PATH TOWARD GENERAL/FLAG OFFICER

Since 1987 there has been a plethora of GNA implementation
studies. Most deal with the larger issue of Joint officer
quality as measured by promotions and Joint education. Howaver,
there are no studies based on empirical data specifically devoted
to the issue of a JDA as a prerequisite for promotion to G/Fo.!
Yet the previous GNA implementation g-udies together with infor-
mation gleaned for this study provide insights into the require-
ment for a JDA as a preregquisite for selection to G/FO.

First, GNA does not specify the penalty for noncompliance.
The law is silent on the "punishment" that will be meted out to
DOD or the Services if the standard--a prior JDA to qualify for
promotion to G/FO--is not met. The law does require the SECDEF
to report a GNA "failure" together with corrective action taken
or planned.'? Nor has Congress set a standard in law by which
SECDEF’s waiver usage is evaluated as acceptable or not. Con-
gress, however, could choose to manage the entire personnel
management arena should they determine that not enough progress
has been made to carry out Joint personnel policies. From DOD’s
perspective, that would be undesirable.

Second, research reveals that not a single Colonel or Navy
Captain has been denied promotion to G/FO because a JDA was
lacking. This could be a function cof the transition period that
most in the Army believe we are still in.

Third, neither the SECDEF nor his staff is considering with-

holding waiver authority for future G/FO-selectee: who do not




have the prerequisite JDA. Prudent DOD officials find the idea
absurd. Technically, Congress could withhold confirmation of
G/FO-selectees. DOD views this option as unlikely, however.!

Finally, there are no conditions now or in the future in
which the JDAL could not accommodates a first assignment of a
G/FO-selectes after the officer’s promotion to G/FO should that
officer need a JDA with SECDEF waiver.!' The latter, howaver,
makes three assumptions. Assumption one: Congress continues to
allow the SECDEF to grant waivers and he uses that authority.
What Congress gives, however, they may also take away. Assump-
tion two: the size of the JDAL is not a relevant factor. The
trend has been larger vice smaller. As of Fiscal Year (FY) 1992
there were 8,862 JDAs, up from 8,233 in FY 13987.'" Assumption
three: the Services’ future force reductions of up to 25 percent
will have no impact on JDA availability and the JDAL’s size.

Lost in this optimism, of course, is the reality that the
Services will increasingly find it daifficult to satisfy their own
officer requirements.

Concern over a JDA as a prerequisite for promotion to G/FO
lies in the context of other GNAs provisions. Four GNA areas
will be examined which could disclose how well the Army is
implementing GNA. The first deals with the SECDEF'’s use of
waivers involving Army cfficers selected for promotion to G/FO.
The second considers GNA’s Joint promotion objectives. The third
addresses Joint profassional education. The fourth discusses

Joint tour lengths and the impact on COS officers.
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Joint Duty Assignment Prerequisite for Promotion to
-General/Flag Officer: Exceptions

Section 404 of GNA states that an officer may rnot be select-
ed to G/FO unless the officer has served in a JDA. However, GNA
authorizes the SECDEF to waive the JDA requirement:

¢ when necessary for the Good of the Service (GOS);

¢ for officers selected on the basis of Scientific or Tech-
nical (Sci/Tech) qualifications; and,

e for Professional (Pro) officers in Medical, Dental, Vet-
erinary, Medical Service, Nurse, Biomedical Science, Chap-
lain, and Judge Advocate specialties.'t

The law also requires SECDEF to use waiver authority on a case-
by-case basis and issue procedures governing waiver usage. Until
31 December 1993, the SECDEF can also provide a Joint Equivalent
(JE) waiver. The JE waiver is Joint duty credit for a Joint
equivalent assignment begun before October 1986 and in some
cases, October 1987, which involves significant expeorience in
Joint matters.!

Army promotions to G/FO and SECDEF waiver usage are reflect-
ed at Table 1. Several conclusions can be made from these data.
First, G/FO selactions have decreased about 25 percent since 1988
while selectees with previous JDAs decreased about 40 percent.
Second, the trend is downward from about 8% percent in 1989 to
about 76 percent in 1991 if officers with a JE waiver and previ-
ous JDA were combined and compared to the total selected for
promotion. This downward trend is less than would be the case
with a strict JDA-to-selected comparison. Third, data shows that

9




C "~~~ R
88 89 20 21

Selected $0 46 42 38
Joint Equiva-

lent Waiver

NA 9 6 11

Good of the

Service Waive

er NA 2 6 4 .
Scientific

/Technical

Waiver NA S k] s
Total Offi-

cers With

Previocus

Joint Duty NA 30 27 18
Total JDAL

for Brigadier

Generals s0 L1 $3 A
Sources: Department of Defense, Department of the Army, and Joint Staff

. __ - |
Table 1 Army Promotions And Waivers - Colonel To Brigadier
General

use of the GOS waiver is the option of last resort. Once an

officer is selected for promotion to G/FO, and, without proof of

a prior JDA, or qualifying JE, Sci/Tech or Pro waiver, the GOS

waiver is used. Last, the data reveals considerable use of the .
GOS waiver (close to 10 percent over three years as a percent of

the total officers selacted for promotion to G/FO). What is an
appropriate rate? How many GOS waivers constitute abusive waiver
authority? Answers to these questions have not been determined.

Nor is anyone questioning whether the SECDEF should continue to

10




have waiver authority. Obviously, though, neither DOD nor the
Services desire Congressional inquiry into waiver usage, but it
is always a possibility.

Joint Promotion Objectives

GNA requires the Army to assign its highest quality officers
to JDAs. Only Majors and above comprise the JDAL. Therefore,
Joint promotion standards apply only to promotion to Army Lieu-
tenant Colonel and abova.

Section 662 of GNA prescribes Army promotion pelicy objec-
tives for Joint officers using three measures:

o officers serving on the Joint Staff are expected to be
promoted at a rate not less than those officers serving on
the Army sStaff;

¢ JSOs are expaectad to be promoted at a rate not less than
those officers serving on the Army Staff; and,

o officers assigned to Other Joint Duty assignments (not
otherwise counted in the above criteria) are expected to
be promoted at a rate not less than the Army average for
that grade and competitive category.'

Over time, therefore, most of the top-notch officers selected for
promotion to G/FO likely will have had a previous JDA.

Army promotions to Lieutenant Colonel and Colonel for the
period Fiscal Years 1988-91 are shown on Table 2 and Table 3,
respectively. The Major to Lieutenant Colonel data shows that
except for 1990 Other Joint Duty versus the Army promotion

average, the Army exceeded the GNA standard. Majors assigned to

11




88 4] 20 21
FTC PFTC o FTC FTC 1} FTC FTC O FIC FIC

RLIG SEL 8EL ELIG SEL SEL ELIG SEL ARL ELIG SEL &EL
HQ
Scaff 47 37 178.7 64 S 79.7 S9 46 78.0 82 41 78.8
Joint
Scaft 12 11 %1.7 14 14 100 21 19 90.8 12 12 100
Other
Joint
Duty 118 86 74.8 1%8 108 6&8.4 82 41 8%0.0 97 70 72.2
J80 0O 0 o S6 48 8%.7 104 92 08.% 86 77 89.%

Service 1636 1065 €S5.1 1806 1110 61.5 1636 991 60.6 1597 988 61.9

Source: Department of the Army

Table 2 Army Promotions - Major To Lieutenant Colonel

the Joint arena were quality officers, competitive for promotion
to Lieutenant Colonel. Promotion from lLieutenant Colonel to
Colonel, however, is a different story.

The Lieutenant Colonel to Colonel promotion data reveals
inconsistent performance. Joint Staff versus the Army’s Head-
quarters (HQ) Staff promotions satisfied the GNA standard only in
1989 and 1991. The Joint Staff versus HQ Staff GNA standard was
not met in 1988 and 1950, though 1990 data adjusted for Senior
Service College (88C) graduates who later were assigned to Joint
billets improve the statistics. With 1990 SSC graduates includ-
ed, the promotion rate would hcve eiceeded the Army Staff rate by
some .0 parcent.'

Officers assigned to Other Joirit Duty shows a consistent

12




1] 8 29 a
FTC FTC o FTC FTC o FIC FTC FIC FTIC &

ELIG SEL SEL ELIG SEL SEL ELIG SEL SEL ELIG SEL SEL
HQ
Staftf 130 852 40.0 93 37 123%.8 67 34 80.7 78 24 130.8
Joint
Staft 34 12 3%.d 36 19 %2.8 17 7 41.2 19 9 47.4
Other
Joint
Duty 231 61 26.4 98 27 28.4 67 9 13.4 81 22 27.2
Js0 0O 0 v 327 1%3 46.8 108 20 19.0 9% 22 23.2

Service 1898 634 39.7 1332 840 40.5 1397 %20 37.2 1310 506 28.§

source: Department of the Army

Table 3 Army Promotions - Lieutenant Colonel To Colonel

pattern of below average promotion when compared to the Army
average. For JSOs, only 1989 was in compliance with GNA.

In 1988 the General Accountiny Office (GAO) studied Joint
personnel policies and drew similar conclusions. They concluded
that the Army achieved the promotion objective for selection to
Lieutenant Colonel, but fell short of achieving the promotion
objectives for Colonel. DOD argued that the shortfall dealing
with Colonels was a result of past assignment practices. GAO
concluded that if you accept DOD’s argument, the Colonel promo-
tion shortfall should disappear by 1991 or 1952.%

Congress chose to measure Joint officer quality through
promotion rates. Within the Army, however, an officer gets

promoted for past strong duty performance and potential to

13




perform well at the higher rank. The officer is expected also to
perform in a variety of challenging assignments. Finally, the
Army officer must perform well compared to contemporaries.

Army Qfficer Professional Davelopmant (OPD)

The path to selection for a potential G/FO is long and
arduous. There are rany gates. Selection for resident Interme-
diate Level Staff College (ILSC), battalion command, the Senior
Service College (SSC), and promotion are the gates. Each gate
allows the officer to progress further alony the path., Failure
to meet a gate equates to a blockaed path.

Department of the Army Pamphlet 600-3, is the Army’s officer
guide on career development. It models the gates and OPD re-
quirements for all commissioned officers by branch of service.
However, in the 1989 version the impact of GNA has not been fully
integrated into COS officer career pattarns, particularly at the
Major level. The guide focuses on branch OPD. GNA implementa-
tien is subordinated and subsumed within each of the seven COS
branch patterns.? The problem with that construction is that
the JDA requirement tends to be buried among other competing,
purely Army OPD requirements. The significance of a JDA is lost
on the Army’s officer corps.

The Army recognizes that the guide is in need of revision.
They are working on an update that integrates GNA implementation.
8till, the officer’s guide complicates an assessmant of Army OPD
for the purposes of comparing it to the impact of GNA. All seven
Army COS branches differ slightly in their treatment of OPD. A
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generic Army COS OPD model would be useful in comparing OPD
requirements with GNA provisions. The model below accomplishes
that need.

A typical Army officer’s career pattern through selection
for G/FO is depicted at Figure 1. Each professional development
requirement equates to a gate. Each gate takes time. All gates
on the average take 14 years from selection or promotion to Major
to that point in time the Army considers an officer to be quali-
fied for selection to G/FO. Note that a three-year JDA has been
added in compliance with GNA.

Nuances embedded within this typical career pattern require
further elaboration. First, current Army policy is that upon
selection below-the-zone to Major (i.e., early promotion),
promotable Captains automatically attend ILSC. This means that
the ILSC=--the Army’s Command and General Staff College--could be
completed before the actual promotion to Major. This may provide
the early-selected officer with opportunities to develop more
rapidly than contemporaries.

Second, both Branch Qualification and Functional Area
(FA) Qualification might be accomplished within the same tour.
Depending on the FA (i.s., another specialty other than the Army
officer’s branch) and circumstances, an officer could accomplish
both Branch and FA Qualification without a Permanent Change of
Station (PC8). Actual duty performance and potential to perform
another specialty strongly influences whether this occurs or not.

For example, a COS officer with an Operations FA could serve at
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Years lo&hor Possible/
Regquired *Problblc Assignments sen

Command and General Staff College | b 18rigade Staff
5 IDivision Staff
Branch Qualification (BN XO/8=-3)v | 2 iCOrpl staff
| IMajor Army Command Staff
Battalion Command ; 2 Joopartmont of the Army
| staft
Senior Service College ; 1 anoorvo Officer Training
‘ Corps
Brigade Command } 2 ‘Rclorvc Component Duty
' Recruiting Command
Functional Area Qualification 1+ | 3 yService School Instructor
; jUnited States Military
Joint Duty Assignment | 3 § Academy Instructor
| JCivilian 8chooling
Total 14
Source: Sheriflield, Michael B., 1986 DOD Reorganization Act and Ite Elfect
en. U.8, Army Officex Pexsonnal Poligy, p. 19.

* In moet cases, the Officer must serve as both XO and 8-3 to be
competitive for Battalion Command.

*¢  In scme cases, functional area qualification may be satisfied as a
c|§tutn. Otherwise, it will be accomplished betwean Captain and
Colonel.

LA LI § eIchnl Officer normally serves in at least one or more of these
agsignments.

Figure 1 Army Officer Professional Development Including A
Joint Duty Assignment

the Brigade, Division, or Corps level in his FA as well as com-
plete Branch Qualification within the same tour, without a PCS.
Third, there are various ways to achisve Branch Qualifica-
tion. However, the norm is command at the unit level and strong
performance as a Battalion Executive Officer (XO) or Operations
Officer (S=3). A pattern other than unit level command and

Battalion X0 or 8-3 assignments begins to lock gates along the

path to selection for G/FO.
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Fourth, selection for Battalion command is a function of
satisfactory Branch Qualification and perceived potential to lead
other officers and soldiers. Recent data indicates there is
about a 30 percent chance of being selected for Battalion com-
mand.? Yet about 61 percent of eligible Majors are selected for
promotion to Lieutenant Colonel.?® This dichotomy can be easily
reconciled. Many Branch qualified Majors do not have the oppor-~
tunity to be Battalion XOs or S-3is, or those that did just were
not competitive for command. Hence, while competitive for
promotion to Lieutenant Colonel, their opportunities for Battal-~
ion command are limited. For the Lieutenant Colonels not select-
ed for Battalion command, selection opportunities for SSC and
promotion to Colonel are markedly decreased.” One or more gates
remain lccked along the path to the top.

Fifth, few COS officers command Brigades. Realistically,
only those officers that have commanded at the Battalion level
are competitive for selection for Brigade command. Only about 25
percent of former successful Battalion commanders get the oppor-
tunity to command a Brigade. Less than five percent of success-
ful former Brigade commanders are selected for G/FO0.¥® Present-
ly, 60 psrcent of the serving Brigade commanders have not served
a prior JDA.®

Last, it is possible to complete a JDA even before an
officer enters the Major to Colonel 14-year period. This is done
by assigning Army Captains to JDAL billets normally reserved fcr
Majors. To the extent that Army Captain’s meet other GNA provi-
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sionr, these officers can complete a full JDA and become JSO
Selectees. The limiting factor in exercising this option is an
Army Captain’s lack of experience, though it is a viable option
in some cases.

Integrating a JDA into this Army career pattern is difficult
when othar variables are also considered. The timing of avail-
able JDAs, PCS limitations and time on station requirements, and
Army requirements all impact on the Army’s ability to satisfy its
own OPD. As important as integrating a JDA into the typical
carasr pattern is the need to obey other GNA requirements, namely
Joint Profmssional Education.

Joint Professional Education (JPE)

"...the [Joint) weak organizational structure is accompanied
by an equally unsatisfactory personnel management system
that fails to man joint positions with officers possessing
the requisite capabilities in terms of talent, education,
training, and experience."?

Congress recognized that education and training were criti-
cal Joint warfighting multipliers. Hence, the original GNA
revamped the JPE system. The intent was to enhance Joint educa-
tion and training, and to maintain rigorous standards expected of
future JSOs. Congress directed the SFECDEF to review and revise
the curricula at each school of the National Defense University
(i.e,, National War College (NWC), Industrial College of the
Armed Forces (ICAF), and the Armed Forces Staff College (AFSC)).

Congress subsequently changed GNA’s original JPE provisions
in 1990 by establishing Phase I and II JPE. They detarmined that

the NWC and ICAF would suffice for both Phase I and IT JPE. The
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AFSC would be Phase II-only JPE beginning 1 October 1990.

Sarvice ILSCs and SSCs could, with the correct emphasis on Joint
matters, award Phase I JPE. Congress further insisted that Phase
I and II JPE be completed sequentially as a precursor to assign-
ment to a JDA. Phase I anrnd then Phase II JPE, followed by a JDA
and JSO nomination was the prescribed order. An exception was
made for COS officers: JPE and the JDA may be completed out of
sequence.

Concerned with what they perceived as wasted JPE if gradu-
ates were not afforded an opportunity to use the aducation,
Congress made clear their expectations:

"(1) unless waived by the Secretary [of Defense) in an

individual case, each officer with the joint specialty who

graduates from a joint professional military education
school shall be assigned to a joint duty assignment for that
officer’s next duty assignment; and (2) a high proportion

(which shall be greater than 50 percent) of the other

officers graduating from a joint professional military

education also receive assignments to a joint Jduty

assignment as their next duty assignment."
Thus, Congress decided--not the DOD or the Services--what consti-
tuted JPE and future officer assignments once they had received
JPE. The JPE requirements that previously were a mere bump on
the path to G/FO have emerged as yet another gate an officer must
negotiate on the path.

Jolnt Tour Lengths

A full JDA is two years for G/FOs and three years for other
officers according to GNA. Maximum length is four years. As an
exception, COS officers may serv a two-year JDA and still

receive full JDA credit. However, this exception has ¢

19




percent ceiling of each Service’s total JDAs.

This GNA caveat is important. It recognizes the Services’
need to maintain a high level of critical warfighting skills.
Secondly, it allows the Services to fill personnel shortages in
operational organizations. Lastly, the exclusion affords the
Services flexibility "when reassignment timing is critical to the
officer’s professional career development."? On the other
hand, the 25 percent cap puts limits on the Services.

The Army uses the COS exception to the maximum extent
possible. During FY 1991, tor example, 19 percent of the tour
length exclusions were for COS reassignment.® Called a COS
"takecut," this exception has practical applications. The most
obvious implication is that it permits the Army to rotate more of
its officers through JDAs in a shorter time. Higher numbers of
COS officers can get a Joint warfighting perspective and return
to operational Army duties after only two years. A two-year COS
"takeout" shaves one year from the normal JDA tour, and provides

the Army ar additional year toward meeting its OPD requircments.
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THE IMPACT ON OFFICER CAREER PATTERNS

The JDA prerequisite before selection for G/FO is only one
of many qjates along an officer’s path to the top. GNA has and
will continue to have an impact on COS officer career patterns.
Army officers, however, must still negotiate OPD gates the
Service requires. The Army might argue that GNA, in its complate
context, represents a labyrinth of obstacles rather than several
gates. While GNA is difficult to follow with all its quality
determinants--promotion rate evaluations--JPE and JDA require-
ments--JSO nomination and selection processes--and many caveats,
exceptions, and waivers for COS officers--it is comprehensible.
Current and future Army COS officers inevitably will achieve G/FO
and do so having served a prior JDA.

GNA implementation as it impacts on COS officer career
patterns can be modeled. Tha Act’s considerable transition
provisions and its basic tenets will determine the future Army
OPD career patterns. The template used in the following pages
describes GNA implementation as it impacts on an Army COS officer
moving along a career path toward selection for G/FO. Each
template depicts GNA implementation in which a current or future
G/FO-selectee could find himself. For clarification, 8SC(-)
includes the Sarvices’ SSCs, but excludes NWC and ICAF.

Eaxly Transition Career Patterns

Transition provisions which expired on 1 October 1989 gave

the Army the opportunity to identify candidates to be JSOs. The

Army used this transition opportunity to nominate and urge the
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SECDEF to select JSOs on the basis of either JPE or a prior JDA
or both. This was done. Officers who met only the JPE criteria
were nominated and selected to be JSOs without necessarily
serving a JDA. Selecting JSOs from an officer pool by dint of a
prior JDA or equivalent was more difficult because no JDAL
existed before GNA. Moreover, officers selacted to be JSOs by

virtue of a prior JDA may not have had the necessary JPE either.

Inplementation of Title IV, 198¢ Goldwater-MNichols Act As
Amended: The Impact on CO8 Officer Career Patterans

Joint Professional Education career Pattern

Internediste Lovel Sff College Not Applicable unless NWC or ICAP Atisaded

Natioaal War Collegs Atended NWC or ICAF, sad APSC or LIC

Industrial Coliege of the Arwed Forves Atisaded ICAF or NWC, sad APSC or [LSC

Seaior Service College(-) Not Applicabls unisss APSC Atended

Armed Foross Sas? College Atended, aad/or Also Atended NWC, ICAP, or 83C(-)
Joint Duty Assi nt

JDA List No

Joint Bquivales No
Joint Specialty Officer

Nomines Possidle, bt Mast Likely Aberaative is Selscine

Selacead Most Likely AReraative

Tlag Officer Selact .

Good of the Servies Likely Ahemative for COS Officer

Other Possible Alernative for CO8 Officer with ScvTech Puture

Nooe Required Applicable Ouly for 190s with 8 DA

Pl Asignment

1A Lin Roquired for COS Officer with 3 GOS8 Waiver (No JDA)
Critioal Possidis, with Waiver for 180 Withowt JDA; A Major Asomaly
Nos-critieal Liely, for 130 Withowt JDA; An Asomaly

Sarvics Optics Likely, for 18O With JDA; Likaly for CO8 Officer with & So/Tech Puture

Pigure 2 JSO Designation Prior to 1 Oct 89 Due to JPF Only
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Figure 2, Figure 3, and Figure 4 show the career patterns of
these COS officers. Of course, the JDA assignment criteria for
NWC and ICAF graduates and the resultant JSO nomination processes
wvere in effect.

Some anomalies exist in Figure 2 and Figure 4 career pat-
terns. First, G/FO-selectees who are JSOs without a prior JDA
must get a SECDEF GOS or other waiver and serve their first G/FO

assignment in a JDA. By virtue of their JSO selsction, however,

Inplementation of Title Iv,.xolt Goldwater-Xichols Act As
Amended: The Impact on CC8 Officer Career Patterns

Joint Professional Bduoation { _  Career Pattern

i

Intermediate Lavel Saff College Not Applier - unieas NWC or ICAP Atteaded
il Natosal Was College Aund  C or ICAF, end APSC or 1LIC
[ industrial Cotlegs of e Armed Poroes Aded ICAF or NWC, md APSC or 1LIC
Senjor Sarvice College(:) Not Applissbls uniess APSC Ateaded
Areed Poross Saff Collegs Attmded, ind/or Also Attsuded NWC, ICAF, or 85C(-)
Joint Duty Assignment
IDA Lis Yos, or Joint Equivaleat befors or afler | Oct 89
Joint Bquivaions Yee, or JDA befors os afer | Oct 89

l Joint Specialty Officer

Pousidle. but Mom Likely ARerasdive is Selscies
Mot Likely Alsraative

Plag Officer Selectee

Waiver
Good of the Service Not Applicable
Other Not Applicable
Nons RequireJ Applicahls for J803 with a JDA
First Assigament
IDA List Possidle, No Waiver Required
Crtical Fossible for 1SO With JDA
Noo-critical Possible
Service Optico Likely, for .85 With IDA 8ci/Tech Puture
Figure 3 JSO Designation Prior to 1 nct 89 Due to JPE And JDA
Prior to or After 1 Oct 89




they could be slotted in a Joint Critical billet. Recall that

JSOs under current GNA are specialists. They are experts by

virtue of their training and education, and experienced in Joint
matters. The implication is that these officers have served in a
Joint assignment: hence their experience in Joint matters. The
anomaly is that the Critical billets are supposed to be for

axparisnced Joint officers. One would hope that this officer’s

Inplementation of Title IV, 198¢ Goldwater-Nichols Act As

Amended: The Impact on COS Officer Career Patterns
Joint Professional Bducation Career Pattern
lasermediaie Level 3l Colloge Atwnded, sod/or 88C(-)
Natioral War Collegs Not Atieaded
Industrial College of e Armed Forces Not Ateaded
Senior Service Collagel) Auended, mnd/or [LSC Amsaded
Arasd Poross Suff College Not Ansaded Prior 10 1 Oct I9
Joint Duty Assignment
DA Lint You, or Joist Bquivalest Befors | Oct 89
Juist Equivalest Y, or IDA Befors ! Oct 89
Joint Speciaslty Officer
Nowines Possible
Salestad Mow Likely Aeraative
General/Flag Officer Selectes
Waiver
I Ocod of e Service Not Applicsbls
Obar Not Appiicable |
Noos Required Applicabls for CO8 Officer with & JDA ]|
Pirst Assigumant
IDA List Possible; No Waiver Required
Critical Possible
Nou-ariical Possible
Service Option Possivle

Pigure ¢

JSO Designation Prior to 1 Oct 89 Due to JDA (nly
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lack of Joint experience would be considered when filling Criti-
cal billets. In time, however, the issue of JSOs who lack Joint
experience could become obscured to the detriment of those
serving in the Joint arena. Second, officers who were selected
to be JSOs because of a prior JDA do not have the required
training and education under current JPE and GNA provisions.
Officers in this category who become G/FO-selectees could occupy
Joint Critical billets in the future. Under current GNA JPE
criteria, they could be woefully unprepared for the duties re-
quired of them. Not even the Capstone course required by GNA for
all G/FO-selectees would suffice to provide the needed Joint
training.

Mid-Transition Career Pattarns

The GNA transition period between 1 October 1989-90 is
interesting, yet confusing. Congress challenged DOD and the
Services on their rendition of Joint training and education that
constituted JPE. The result was the seguencing of a phased JPE
program plus a JDA leading to JSO nomination and then selection.
COS officers are allowed to do this in any sequence as an excep-
tion to JPE provisions. These new JPE provisions went into
effect 1 October 1990.

During this period, DOD and the Services had to deal with
two problems. First, they had to determine how to treat gradu-
ates in NWC and ICAF and in the Services’ SSCs in the context of
J80 nomination and/or a subsequent JDA. Second, they quickly had

to develop a personnel management program that dealt with GNA’s
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new amendments.

Army COS officers who were assigned to JDAs after 1 October
1989 without any qualifying JPE--as of that time--will follow a
career pattern as reflected at Figure 5. When selected for G/FoO,
they require no waivers, but if assigned to a JDA though a JSO-
nomines, they cannot occupy a Critical JDA billet. Under current

law, the only way this future G/FO could become a JSO-selectee

Inplementation of Title IV, 1986 Goldwater-Nichols Act As
Anended: The Impact on CO8 Officer Career Patterns

Joint Profeseional Bducation Career Pattern

Intermediate Level Suf¥ College Atisnded, and/or 83C(-)

Naticaal War College Not Atended

ladustrial Collegs of e Armed Porces Nou Ansaded

Seulor Servies Collage(-) Atwoded, @d/or ILIC Atsmded

Armed Forces Suff College Net Atsaded Prior 1o | Ost §9
Jeint Duty Assignment

1DA List Yes, or Joiat Equivaleat After | Oct §9

Joint Bquivalent Yes, or JDA Afee | Ost §9 I
Joint Specialty Offlcer

Nomines Most Liely Alsraative

Selected Ne

Plag Officer Selectee

Waiver

CGood of the Service Not Applicable

Other Not Applicsble

None Required Applicabls for COS Officer with & JDA

PUrst Assigament

iDA Lint Poasibls; No Waiver Required for Noa-sritical JDA

Critical Not Available

Noo-4ridsal Posaibls

Serviss Optica Likely, for J80-00mines COS Officer

Pigure 8 JS0 Nomination After 1 Oct 89 Due to JDA After 1 Oct 89
Without JPE
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is to attend the five-week Phase II JPE at the AFSC. Is that a
realistic expectation? The answer is no.

Figure 6 shows the career pattern of an COS officar without
a prior JDA, who, after 1 October 1990 attends Phase II JPE and
then performs a full JDA. Later, the officer is selacted for
G/FO. This is the career pattern of a JSO-selectee who as a

G/FO-selectes needs no waiver. Also, the officer can serve any

Inplementation of Title IV, 1986 Goldvater-Nichols Act As
Amended: The Impact on COS Officer Career Pacterns

Joint Professional Eduvation

career Pattern

Iatermediste Lovsl Staft Collige Atsnded, sad/or 88C(-)

National War College Not Atteaded
LMC“O““AMP«W Not Atended

Senlor Serviss College(-) Atsaded, wd/or [LIC Atsaded

Armed Porcss Suff Collage Phase 11 JPB Afer | Oct 90: Atsoded

Joint Duty Aesignment

IDA Lint Yes, of Joiat Bquivaleat Afer | Ost 90

Joint Bquivalest Yos. or IDA Afee | Oct 90

Nexunes Meat Likely Alernative ustil Pull JIDA Complieted

Seleersd Likely. Afer Completicn of Pull /DA
Genexal/Plag Officer Seleactes
Waiver
Good of the Service Not Applissble
Ot Not Applicable
Noas Required Applicable If JDA Completed
First Assignment
JDA Lin Possidle; No Waiver Required
Critieal Possibie
Noa-~¢ritioal Possible

Serviss Option Possible
00

Pigure ¢ JSO Designation After 1 Oct 90 Due to Fhase II JPE And
JDA After 1 Oct 90
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JDA including a Critical JDA billet. in the context of the
Army’s OPD, this could represent the caree* pattern of a former
Battalion commander who went to a JDA hafore attornding a SSC(-).
The significance of this career pattern is two-fold. Profession-
al development could include any ILSC or SSC(-), and later on as
a G/FO-selectee, it could provide the Army the flexibility to
assign this G/FO-selectee against any of its own requirements
rather than to a JDA. An alternative career pattern might
resemble that of a Major who is assigned to a Joint billet from a
troop environment. In this scenario, the Major has already
attended ILSC and has been successful in Branch Qualification
that included Battalion X0 or S-3 experience. The full JDA in
this case might amount to only a two-year minimum JDA. This
would be acceptable for COS officers--if the officer was selected
for promotion to Lieutenant Colonel and was also selected for
Battalion command and needed to command when the opportunity
presented itself. From the Army’s perspective, this is a good
deal. The Joint arena gets a quality officer as reflected in the
officer’s selection for promotion. The Army gets the promotion
statistic, and the Army gets an officer back after a two-year
turn-around assignment.

Figure 7 assumes that a no prior-JDA COS officer attends the
NWC or ICAF rather than a SSC(-) atter 1 October 1990 and then
goes to a JDA., 8ince both Phase I and II JPE are completed upon
graduation from the NWC or ICAF, the officer beacomas a JSO-

nominee during attendance. Additionally, 50 percent of the Army
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Implementation of Title IV, 1986 Goldwater-Michols Act As
The Impact on cos ott;co: career Patterns

Joint Professional Education [

career Pattern

Intsrmediste Lovel i College Attsnded

National War College Phase | and [1 JPE: Attsoded; may also bave Aneadsd [L.3C

Industrial College of the Armed Porces Phase | snd 1 JPE: Ansaded: may also have Atended [L3C

Senior Bervice College(-) Not Applicable

Armed Poross Saff Collegs Phase (I Ouly SPB: Nox Applicable

Joint Duty Assignment

JDA Lis Uf Alrsady 1 JSO: Required; If 180-nominss Dus io Atisadance st NWC or ICAP,
0% +1 of Baroliment Must Be Assigaed 0 8 /DA

Joint Buivalent Same & JDA Afer 1 Oxt 90

|

Nomines

[ Joint Specialty Ofticer

Roquired Upou Earoliment 1o NWC or ICAF: Selection Likely Upon Compietion of
Pull IDA

Salected

General/Flag Officer Sslectee

Liksly, Aftsr Completion of Pull JDA

Waiver
Oood of the Service Not Appliesble
Other Not Applicable
Noas Required Applicable If JDA Compised
Plrst Assignment
IDA Lin Posaibie; No Walver Required
Ciritical Possible
Noa-critical Possidls
Servics Option Posaidle

Pigure 7 JSO Nomination After 1 Oct 90 Due to National War College
or Industrial College of the Armed Forces Attendance With
JDA After 1 Oct SO

students plus one officer under

upon graduation.

after completion of a full JDA.
career pattern would be similar
this career pattern can be seen in the foregoing.

commander in his saecond year of

JSO selection

GNA must be assigned to a JDA
would occur at some future time
Utilization as a G/FO in this
to Figure 6. The significuace of
A Battalion
command who knows he has been
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selected for a SSC could attend the NWC or ICAF followed by a

JDA.

time he is considered for promotion to Colonel and for command of

a Brigade.

under current GNA provisions as already explained.

This would likely place him in a Joint billet about the

The timing of his selection for Colonel is important

tage from the Army’s perspective might be that this quality

Amended:

latermedizte Level Staff College

Implenentation of Title IV, i986¢ Goldwater-Nichols Act As
The Impact on CO8 Officer Career Patterns

Joint Professtonal Laucation | Caresr Factern |

Atsnded

Natoaal War College

Phase | and 1} JPE: Attended; may also havs Attanded [LSC

ladustrial Coliegs of the Araued Forces

Phase | and 11 JPE: Atsnded; may alsc have AGended [LSC

Scwor Service College(-)

Not Applicable

Armed Porces Suff College
Joint Duty Assignment

Phass 11 Only JPB: Not Applicable

JDA Lint If Already & J30: Required; Uf J30-ncuuoec Dus 10 Attsndance st NWC or ICAP,
30% « | of Enrolimen: Must Bs Assigned w0 s JDA
Joiat Bquivalent Same as JDA Afsr | Oct 90

Joint Specialty Officer
Nomines

Required Upon Ensoliment to NWC or ICAF; Selection Likcly Upon Completion of
Full IDA

Selecied

Generxal/Flag Officer Selectee
Waiver

Not Applicable, But Likely in the Future ARer Completion ot Full DA

Cood of the Service Required (No JDA). excopt Othar Waiver May Be Pomibic
Other Required (No IDA) ualess OO8 Waiver Qranwed
Nooe Required Not Appucable
First Assignment
JDA Lint Required, With Waiver
B Criucal Not Possible
B Noa-cntical Mout Likely Altarnauve
A Service Opuon Not Possible

The disadvan-

figure 8 JSO Nomination After 1 Oct 90 Due to National War Collage
or Industrial College of the Armed Forces Attendance
Without JDA After 1 Oct 90
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officer, if not selected for Brigade command, will likely not be
available to satisfy purely Army requirements for a four year
period.

The carcer pattern of a COS officer without a previous JDA
who attends the NWC or ICAF after 1 October 1990 and who subse-
quently does not go into a JDA upon graduation is shown at

Figure 8. This is not the most desirable outcome because the JPE

Inplementation of Title IV, 198¢ Goldwater~Nichols Act As
_ Anended: The Impact on CO8 Officer Career ratterns

Joint Professional Bdueation [ Career Pattern |

latermediats Lavel SWff Collegs Atisnded

Natioaal War College Phase | and U JPB: Atisnded; may also bave Attended LSC

ladustrial College of the Armed Forces Phase | and 1 JPB: Attroded. may uso bave Attsnded ILSC

Senlor Servics College(-) Not Applicable

Armad Poroas Suff College May Have Atsnded Prior 1o | Oct 19 o Qualify as JSO trough JPE With or Without

4 JDA; Not Applicable ARer | Oct 90: Now Phase (1 JPB

Joint Duty Assignment

IDA List Comoietad Pull DA

Joint Bquivalent Same a3 JDA Afer | Oct 90
Joint Specialty Officer

Nomines Not Applicable; Alrsady s /8O

Yee, Previcusly Desigratad s 13O Completion of Pull JDA

flag Officer Selectes

Waiver
QGood of tie Sarvice Nat Requirsd
Other Not Requued
None Required Applicable
First Assigament
JDA List Possible
Crivcal Possible -
Noa-¢ntical Possidle
Service Opton Possible

w
Figure 9 JSO Designation After 1 Oct 89 Due to National War

College or Industrial College of the Armed Forces
Attendance After 1 Oct 90
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does not get fully utilized immediately. On the other hand, the
flexibility inherent in GNA recognizes the Army’s need to be
selective on the future of quality officers. The significance of
this option is that if the Army desires to provide a post-NWC
or -ICAF assignment that is not to a JDA, then the Army require-
ment to which this officer is assigned had batter be very impor-
tant. Hence, selective use of this option is apropos. Anyone
selected to attend the NWC or ICAF must be prepared to go to a
JDA following graduation.

Figure 9 is similar to Figure 7. The exception is that the
COS officer is already a JSO, so designated after GNA 1 October
1989 transition provisions expired. This means that the officer
has had the required JPE and a prior JDA before being selectaed to
attend the NWC or ICAF. 1In this case, because of the JSO desig-
nation, there is a 100 percent probability the officer will be
assigned to a JDA upon graduation. The advantage of a JDA is the
officer can be given a Joint Critical billet. Upon selection for
promotion to G/FO, no waivers are required, and the Army has

immense flexibility in future assignments.




CONCLUSIONS

The GNA is nov and will continue to affect Army COS officer
career patterns, The requirement for a JDA as a prerequicite for
promotion to G/FO is only one of many GNA requirements. Full
inplementation may take yet another decade. It takes a high
performing COS officer roughly 14 years to receive adequate
professional development from Major to Brigadier General. The
JDA requirement and all the other provisions have caused and
likely will continue to fuel the engine of change in OPD policies
and proceduras.

Army officers of the highest caliber will be selected for
promotion to G/FO. It is likely that most will hava served a JDA
before their selection. Those selected that have not had a
previous JDA will not be excluded from the promotion list because
they have not had a prior JDA. On the contrary, thosae G/FO-
selectees without a previous JDA likely will receive from the
SECDEF a GOS or Sci/Tech waiver. Those receiving a GOS waiver
will serve their first assignment as a G/FO in a non-Critical
JDA. Further, it is not likely that the JUDAL will be so tightly
managed that it could not accommodate the numbevrs of G/FO-select-
eas that must go to a JDAL billet because of no praevious JDA.
Those receiving a 8ci/Tech waiver could serve in a JDA at any
future time, but the Army likely will use their expertise for
their own needs.

The Army will continue Joint personnel policies that have

worked well in the past. Department of the Army Pamphlet 600-3
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will be revised, but may be of guestionable usefulness to the
officer corps. The CUS "takeout" will be used increasingly to
ameliorate pressures on Service requirements. Army Captains will
be used to f£ill Majors’ billets as appropriate.

The size of the JDAL will become a contentious issue with
the Army. The Joint Staff and Assistant Secretary of Defense,
Force Management and Personnel will likely massage the JDAL to
accommodate force reductions within the Services.

Various COS offlcer career patterns exist which could lead
to subtle changes in Army OPD. Army headgquarters personnel
managers are unlikely to make these changes public, but astute
officers will pick up what is going on. Three emerging policies
will likely continue in the future.

First, the Army will focus on jdentifyiny early superstars--
those selected for promotion to Major earlier than their contem-
poraries. These young high performers will be directed toward
the Joint arena in large quantities. The purpose will be to
allow them to complete their ILSC and Phase II JPE, serve a JDA,
and go on to Branch Qualification as a Battalion XO or 8-3 to
compete for selection to Battalion command. As it stanas now,
without competition for Battalion command, Majors likely will not
progress beyond Lieutenant Colonel. High quality JSOs for the
future will require an investment now. This process may take ten
plus years to develop fully.

Second, high quality officers not identitied sarlier--those

that are selected for Battalion command who have not served a
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prior JDA--need to serve a JDA as scon as practical after they
relinguish Battalion command. Statistically, successful former
Battalion commanders are probably going to be selected for
attendance at a SSC and selected for promotion to Colonel. With
close management, these COS officers might serve a two-year
minimum tour, get credit for a full JDA, and be sent to the SSC
using a CO5 "takeout." The Army needs these high performing

officers for their own requirements, but GNA’s promotion criteria

for Colonel must be met. Hence, the Army might have to forego

their services until JDA requirements are satisfied.

Third, successtul foimer Battalion commanders who have more
than a 50-50 chance of being selected for Brigade command, who
have attended or will attend a SSC, and who have not served a
prior JDA should do €o. COS officers get credit for serving a
full JDA with a minimum of a two-year assignment with COS "take-

out."
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RECOMMENDATIONS
A former Army Chief of Staff wrote in 1982 that there had
been 20 studies of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) over a 38 year
period. He said, "We don’t need any more studies, we need
action." 3 vyet it took another four years before the Ccngress
acted and reorganized DOD through passage of the Goldwater-
Nichols Act. Hopefully, the recommendations below can be imple-
mented in less than four years.
Solutions to GNA implementation problems will not come easy.
The issues are complex, interwoven, and muddled. Still, progress
can be made.
¢ The Army should revise Department of the Army Pamphlet
600-1 to reflect emerging GNA requirements affecting COS
officers. Consistency between COS branches is needed,
especially in the timing of JDAs in career patterns.
¢ The Army should make more use of the COS "takaout."
Higher numbers of COS officers could get a JDA with more
intensive personnel management.
¢ Tha Army and the Assistant Secretary of Defense, Force
Management and Personnel should determine an accaptable
rate for Army GOS waivers. Congress must be persuaded to
go along. The rate would act as a guide to determine if
Joint policies are being met. Increasingly, it will be
difficult to argue that the spirit and intent of GNA is
being met if the GOS8 waiver rate is 25 percent of G/FO-

selectees.
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- The Joint Staff and Assistant Secretary of Defense, Force
Managerment and Personnel should adjust the size of the
JDAL. The JDAL should mirror the Services’ future force
composition and size.

The Assistant Secretary of Defense, Force Management and
Personnel should continue indefinitely the Title IV Imple-
mentation Action Groups. Publication of a DOD directive

on Joint Officer Management is appropriate.
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